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Description of Project:

The Town commissioned a report from Spencer Vogt in 2008 with recommendations for preserving and sehabilitating the Ellen Stone Building as
a Lexington Lyceum, Heritage Center, and ratating exhibit space. This analysis would consider altematives for addressing issues identified in the
report and along with recommendations on how to progeam the space to realize the goals of achieving a fotally accessible preserved building,
including the front door, providing a focal point for East Lexington, and a way fo keep secure the artifacés, art and documents on display in the
first floor while the upper level is open and in use by the public.

Justification /Benefit:

The Stone Building is a historic and architectural treasure of the Town. It has been vacant since the branch library closed. Vacant historic
buildings are vulnerable for a variety of reasons. Investrnent in the rehabilitation and reuse has already been made in the Spencer Vogt study.

The building could allow the Historical Society and others 1o exhibit collections and contemporary work that links the Stone Building's historical
significance io Lexington with the community's 21st vitality. The re-use of the preserved building wilf also contribute to Lexington's role as a tourist
destination and regional draw for the visitor economy. The re-use of this magnificent building will also serve as a focal point for East Lexington, ’
which has a large concentration of historic buildings.

Impact if not compieted:

A vacant historic building is vulnerable to many threats. The remaining originat features and historic fabric would have to be reconstructed if lost
fo fire, theft, vandalism or pests, which weuld be more costly than preserving and rehabilitating the building, and foday's materials would be poor
substitutes for the original historic features and historic fabyric.

Timeframe: Replace. Freg:
This request cortemplates 12-month study frem the authorsization o praceed, including input and stakeholder review. Years
Stakehclders:

Cary Memorial Library Trustees, Historical Society, Historical Commission, Historic Districis Commission, and others.

Dperating Budget Impact:

Contract administration and project supervising by existing staff.

Cost Analysis:

Funding Source: () fevy (® CPA () Revoiving O State Aid () Water O Sewer (O Recreation () Private (O Other

Capital Funding Request
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Basis of Cost Projection:

Spencer Vagt provided the cost estimate October 2016.
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